13 URING the last few years many librarians have discussed the merits of the Dewey Decimal versus the Library of Congress Classification systems. The concept of centralized cataloging, although generally on the fringes of library practice for many years, is intimately connected with the present dialogue (or dispute, depending on one's perspectives or prejudices) over DC versus LC. That there is a need to rethink the entire classification picture is obvious from the glut of published material available and the increasing costs of technical processing in libraries.
An increase in interest in the LC Classification system has become apparent since 1960. Numerous articles and studies have appeared which make it reasonably clear that the application of the LC system is less costly if accepted with the spirit of centralized cataloging firmly in mind. Objective analyses of the classification problem bear out this statement. 1 1 It is recognized that cost studies at one institution will not necessarily be transferable to another since wages very often fluctuate by region and area. In terms of comparative costs between the DC and
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During the last seven years junior colleges have increased throughout much of the country. A survey of classification use and trends in this developing movement in higher education seemed appropriate in order to determine the awareness and knowledgeability of junior college librarians concerning the problems of library classification.
The survey was conducted by means of a postal card form with a covering letter explaining the project. The information requested was limited to seven questions. Aside from the institutional identifications, the most important questions dealt with the classification systems used and the period the present system had been in use.
Only one previous survey 2 in recent years attempted to obtain data on the classification systems used by junior college libraries. The Rowland survey covered all junior colleges listed in the "Junior College Directory, 1961" 3 and the LC systems, however, the proportional economies and advantages (in speed, uniformity, for instance) of the LC system, remain most obvious if the system is applied with the principle of standardized and centralized cataloging firmly in mind. 2 Arthur Ray Rowland, "Cataloging and Classification in Junior College Libraries," Library Resources <Lr obtained slightly over a 50 per cent return. The present survey covered all junior colleges listed in the 1967 Junior College Directory, 4 which represented all of the fifty states, District of Columbia, Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. Replies were received from 690 of the 837 two-year institutions listed in the directory, or slightly better than 82 per cent.
CLASSIFICATION
The present survey identifies by name only the Dewey and the LC Classification systems. Four junior college libraries used other classification systems. No attempt was made to identify these four systems since for all practical purposes only the Dewey and the Library of Congress systems are in widespread use in this country. Other classifications may be used by some general academic libraries and even public libraries which appear less concerned with the implications of their individualism. It is appropriate in the confines of the library school classroom to discuss theoretical aspects of various classification systems, but as a matter of pragmatic recourse, these systems are used only by those libraries who have been caught in the expensive theoretical web of their own solipsism.
Rowland's survey obtained useful information from 315 libraries and indicated that as of 1961, 96.5 per cent of junior college libraries were using Dewey with only 3.5 per cent using the Library of Congress system. The present survey indicates that there is a tendency now to prefer the Library of Congress system. Table 1 summarizes the data collected from the 690 cooperating libraries.
It is unfortunate that not all of the junior colleges listed in the 1967 direc- (12). Of those libraries presently reclassifying, nearly all have initiated their change to 5 "Ten-Point Program Outlined for Junior College Libraries," Library Journal, XCI (March 15, 1966), 1377-80. 6 It appears curious that ACRL, or the Resources and Technical Services Division of ALA have not had the interest to keep an up-to-date record of classification use in the libraries of this country. It is unfortunate that the national professional library organizations that create the standards for library development do not deal with the very important area of library classification. Not until ALA, ACRL, and AAJC decide to put teeth into their published standards (such as the American Chemical Society has done) through strict accreditation requirements that deal not only with minimum standards but also with such matters as classification systems and centralized cataloging will these organizations be really effective. Of the 159 libraries which started using the Dewey Decimal system, twenty-one later began reclassification to the LC system. Considering this development, the totals of Table 3 are revised in Table 4 to reflect the present classification situation. Table 5 is a listing of the twenty-one two-year institutions that have changed from Dewey to LC since their founding (1960 or later).
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Although the majority of junior college libraries presently established (and being established) use the Dewey Decimal Classification, the ratio is substantially less now than in 1961. More than thirty-eight per cent of the libraries established since 1960 are using or are reclassifying to the Library of Congress system. This, of course, is an encourag- ing development if a national system of library classification and centralized cataloging is desirable. Since libraries have agreed on main entry forms, catalog card format, and information, it seems a natural step to accept a standardized classification system. It is a bit distressing to contemplate the reclassification projects of the twenty-one two-year institutions, with their extra expense, time, and energy required because of the inadequate original planning, lack of knowledge, and unfamiliarity with the actual nature of available library classification systems. This may be attributed in part to the general inadequacy, by and large, of library school instruction, or perhaps also to complacency and disinterest of the national professional association. One wonders what institutional administrations think of their librarians who recommend reclassification projects only one to four years after the establishment of the library.
Certainly, as Dougherty 7 points out, reclassification costs are high. Obviously such switching of classification systems in a short period indicates poor library planning that can only denigrate the capabilities of librarians. 8 Pirie refers to his survey of processing activities in junior college libraries as reminiscent of the labors of Sisyphus. Harvey scarcely reassures concerning the quality of librarianship practiced in junior college libraries when he makes such a statement as . . . there is almost no other aspect of librarianship where the gap is so great between theory and practice. Junior college libraries are among the poorest kinds of libraries. 10 9 James W. Pirie, "Junior College Library Processing," Library Trends, XIV (October 1965), 166-73. 10 John F. Harvey, "The Role of the Junior College  Library," CRL, XXVII (May 1966) , 227-32.
In view of such reports as these it is doubtless unlikely that institutional administrations are always basically to blame for the unwise policy decisions in junior college library operations. The responsibility is primarily that of the librarians in charge.
Shores 11 indicates that there is a growing trend to independent study and heavier use of library resources in junior college libraries. He emphasizes the central processing trend which will free the librarian from technical routines that can be accomplished more economically. But Shores did not address himself to the classification aspect of centralized proc-essing. Whether a library uses the services of a commercial processing firm or cooperates in centralized processing is, among a number of factors, a matter of available staff and cooperative willingness. Whether it is significantly less costly, however, depends basically on the classification system used. The classification determines the character of the total operation and whether all aspects of a centralized processing operation can be fully exploited for the lowest unit cost per title and volume. 12 The "Guidelines for Establishing Junior College Libraries" 13 do not refer to any preferred classification system or, for that matter, to library classification at all. The only reference is to the operations dependent on such a system. For example:
Unless there is a large staff available to order and process the new books, or unless commercial processing services are used, a neighboring university or public library may be contracted to catalog and process the basic collection. 14 This statement is good as far as it goes, but some would feel that it leaves unanswered the entire question of classification and its cost of application. The proper application of the Library of Congress Classification can in some cases cut cost nearly in half if standardized procedures and routines are carefully designed and practiced. The librarian should approach LC without the involved trappings associated with the Dewey Decimal Classification in its application. 15 12 According to Theodore Samore in Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities, 1961-62, Part 11, Analytical Report (Washington: USOE, 1964) , the percentage of junior college libraries falling below standards increased between 1960 and 1962. 13 "Guidelines for Establishing Junior College Libraries," CRL, XXIV (November 1963), 501-505. 14 Ibid., p. 503. A recommendation to accept with caution in lieu of the technical service operations in some university and public libraries. 15 This is dependent on labor costs, of course, which vary across the country. Large university libraries are sometimes hardly models of careful cost economy and reasonable efficiency in their classification applications, modifications, and technical processing; e.g., Stanford
The Seattle area of Washington State, for example, has several two-year community colleges which have been established since 1961. When queried why they had not used the Library of Congress Classification, it was indicated that the Dewey Decimal system was preferred because: (1) it was familiar to the students, and (2) the University of Washington, to which they were feeder schools, used Dewey. Classification costs or economies were scarcely mentioned. Unfortunately for them, the University of Washington library changed to the Library of Congress Classification in January 1967. Now, although at least one of the community college libraries would like to change to LC, the embarrassment of recommending such a project so soon after being established (1964) presents a costly dilemma.
What this could be interpreted by some to mean is that if these libraries had been more familiar with the literature, had analyzed their operations in greater depth, had investigated more fully the available classification alternatives, and had considered more adequately their operational expenses, they would have found it more difficult to use the rationalization of student familiarity as a primary reason in a classification decision. Library literature and library experience seem to indicate that the majority of library users do not care what classification system is used.
Unfortunately, librarians are seldom more than products of their professional training and associations. Although the immediate responsibility is that of the individual librarian, the far-ranging effects are an indictment of the profession.
• • University and the University of California at Berkeley libraries. Only one example from Stanford, for instance, is their classification of educational materials in a specially devised scheme created a number of years ago. At present there is only one librarian who knows the scheme well enough to apply it to library materials. The University of California at Berkeley has performed some interesting modifications in the LC Classification. Centralized cataloging, apparently, is all things to all libraries.
